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UNIVERSITY SENATE 


MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF 13 JANUARY 1995 


PRESENT: — Dr. C.L. Bertrand (Chair); Dr. R.J. Parker; Dr. H. Proppe; Me B. Gaudet; 
Dr. A. Hochstein; Dr. D.L. Boisvert; Ms. M. Russo; Mr. A. Gupta; Prof. 
R. Patel; Dean C. Jackson; Dean M. Kusy'. Prof. J. Tomberlin; Dr. R. 
Bonin: Prof. S. Scheinberg; Prof. H. Shulman; Prof. H. Poorooshasb; Mr. 
J. Woodrow; Mr. B. Smart; Prof. J. Snyder: Prof. W. Knitter; Prof. D. 
Cheeke; Dean G. Valaskakis; Prof. W. Byers; Prof. D. Andrus; Prof. L. 
Roberge; Prof. M. Corwin; Dr. T.D. Bui; Prof. J. Chaikelson; Prof. V.V. 
Baba; Dean D.J. Taddeo; Mr. A. Reid; Ms. A. Flynn: Mr. P. Dalton; Mr. 
O. de Winter; Ms. M. Giles; Prof. U. de Brentani; Dean C.A. Ross; Prof. 
R.H. Pallen; Mr. J. Carruthers. 


ABSENT WITH REGRETS: Prof. S. McDonough; Prof. M. Brian. 
ABSENT: Prof. M.O.M. Osman; Mr. J-F. Plamondon. 
Call to Order 
95-1-1 The meeting was called to order by Dr. Bertrand at 2:09 pm. 
Approval of Agenda 
95-1-2 IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN KUSY, SECONDED BY MR. GUPTA, 
THAT THE AGENDA AS PRESENTED BE APPROVED. 
MOTION CARRIED. 
Approval of Minutes 
95-1-3 Dr. Bertrand advised that the Minutes of the Senate meeting of 9 December 


1994 were not completed in time for approval at today's meeting, and 
would be put over for approval at the next meeting. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN VALASKAKIS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BYERS, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF 28 
OCTOBER 1994 BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Remarks from the Chair 


95-1-4 Dr. Bertrand extended best wishes to all members for a happy New Year 
and a productive 1995. He also welcomed Mr. John Woodrow, newly 
appointed Director of Computing Services, to his first Senate meeting. 


95-1-5 


95-1-6 


95-1-7 


95-1-8 


In other remarks, Dr. Bertrand reported on the status of the Code of Ethics, 
which document, he advised, was still under review by the Steering 
Committee with the expectation that a revised document would be available 
for discussion and debate at the 3 February 1995 Senate meeting. With 
respect to the issue of sabbaticals, he advised that following the 21 
December 1994 Board of Governors meeting, he had met with the President 
of CUFA to discuss the matter. that discussions had been held between the 
Vice-Rector, Academic. and the President of CUFA, that ongoing 
discussions were continuing, and that he would report to Senate on the 
matter as soon as something more concrete was available. He also 
commented on the 1994-1995 Supplementary Operating Budget which was 
on today's Agenda, and the 1995/96 Budget which would be submitted to 
Senate for discussion later in the year. 


With respect to the latter, he advised that the University would be facing a 6 
million dollar short-fall: that while there might be limited solace in the fact 
that other universities were also facing short-falls, including McGill, Laval, 
and the U. du Q. system, etc., there were major problems ahead which 
everyone in the University would have to face together; that following 
further meetings between the Office of the Rector and the Deans, 
University-wide consultations would be held vis-a-vis the issues that would 
have to be faced and attempts made to establish priorities, etc. ; that in 
addition to the informal discussions. subsequent discussions would take 
place at Faculty and School Councils, SCAPP and Senate in accordance 
with the normal budgetary process; that it was his expectation that 1995 
would be a productive and challenging year for everyone; and that he and 
the members of the Office of the Rector were looking forward to putting the 
best face on a most difficult situation and one that at the moment showed no 
signs of dramatically turning around in the near future. 


Items for Information 


Dean Kusy, Graduate Studies, extended congratulations to the Department 
of Applied Social Science in obtaining Ministerial approval for the MA 
Programme in Applied Social Science. 


Dean Ross, Commerce and Administration, extended congratulations to the 
organizers of this year's Case Competitions, which, he advised, were being 
held in the Chateau Champlain, and involved 30 teams, 12 of which were 
from outside Canada, including teams representing Sweden. Finland, the 
United States and Mexico. 


Commenting with respect to the Guidelines for the Distribution of FRDP 
Funds (Document US-95-1-Dl) which was being tabled at Senate for 
information, Dr. Bui, Associate Vice-Rector, Academic (Research), 
reminded members that on 27 May 1994 Senate had approved the Report of 
the FRDP Evaluation Committee (Document US-94-5-D6) and the 
Recommendations contained therein, and particularly Recommendation 6 
which stipulated "that a task force be appointed immediately to establish the 
distribution of FRDP funds among the four recommended programme 
elements."; and he advised that Document US-95-1-DI was an addendum to 
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that Report. He also reported with respect to major changes to the Natural 
Science and Engineering Research Council (NSERC) programmes, 
particularly the planned phasing-out of most of the "non-core" programmes 
including the General Research Grants (GRG), and the International 
Programmes and Women's Faculty Awards, etc., and Preliminary 
Allocations for the 1995 Research Grants Competition including significant 
reductions to the Infrastructure Grants. He also responded to questions and 
concerns expressed with respect to the approximately 30 thousand dollar 
allocation proposed for Re-entry funding and the rationale for allocating to 
this element only 3.5% of the annual committed F4DP budget. 


Question Period 


Responding to questions concerning the Senior Salaries Policy, Dr. 
Bertrand advised that a number of suggested changes to the proposals 
initially submitted to the Senior Salaries Committee had been incorporated 
into the document which would be considered by the Committee at it 
meeting on Wednesday, 18 January 1995; that there were faculty and 
student representatives on the Committee; and that he considered it 
premature to attempt to judge the outcome of consideration of the revised 
document by the Senior Salaries Committee. 


Appointments 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. GUPTA. SECONDED BY MS. GILES, THAT 
THE APPOINTMENT OF MR. JAMES DAY, GRADUATE STUDENT 
REPRESENTATIVE TO THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC 
PLANNING AND PRIORITIES, (TERM TO 1995), BE APPROVED AS 
PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT US-95-1-D6. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


1994-1995 Provisional Supplementary Operating Budget 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. PARKER, SECONDED BY MR. DALTON, 
THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVENORS, THE 1994-1995 PROVISIONAL SUPPLEMENTARY 
OPERATING BUDGET CONTAINED IN DOCUMENT US-94-11-D2 
(REVISED), AS RECOMMENDED BY THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON 
ACADEMIC PLANNING AND PRIORITIES IN DOCUMENT 
US-95-1-D2. 


Responding to a question concerning the relationship between Document 
US-94-11-D2. Document US-95-1-D2, and Document US-94-11-D2 
(Revised) which was on the table and which included references to hiring 
freezes, Dr. Proppe advised that there were two schools of thought with 
respect to the original Provisional Supplementary Operating Budget 
(Document US-94-11-D2) whereby the proposal had essentially been for a 
pro-rata distribution of the 500 thousand dollars to be saved but that SCAPP 
had recommended a somewhat different distribution (Document 
US-95-1-D2); that in addition, a 700 thousand dollar short-fall in the current 


year's expected tuition revenues which was directly related to the drop in 
student enrolment had only recently been discovered; that what was being 
recommended to Senate, and hopefully to the Board of Governors, by the 
Off ice of the Rector in Document US-94-11-D2 (Revised) was that rather 
than attempting to make structural changes to the budgets vis-a-vis the 500 
thousand dollars, the cuts would be distributed in accordance with the 
SCAPP recommendations, and which meant that a portion of the pro-rata 
amount would actually be shifted from the academic to the other sectors, 
1.e., the Rector's Office, the Secretary-General area, the Institutional 
Relations and Finance sector, the Services sector, etc.; that because of the 
700 thousand dollar short-fall, the proposed supplementary budget was 
already out of date, and additional measures would have to be taken; that it 
had been decided to freeze hiring of staff for the balance of the current 
academic year in the sense that where there was a need to replace a given 
individual. the case would have to be made to the Office of the Rector; and 
that while faculty appointments would also be looked at by the Office of the 
Vice-Rector, Academic, on a case-by-case basis, this would not actually 
affect the current year but rather the 1995/96 year. In addition, he 
emphasized the importance of considering the much more serious budget 
deficit problem for 1995/96 which had increased from 5 to 6 million dollars 
because of the short-fall due to enrolment. 


Concerns and questions were raised and responded to with respect to the 
reason for the Supplementary Budget; the manner in which the 264 
thousand dollar services and administrative sectors cutbacks would be dealt 
with, and with respect to which Senate was assured that decisions taken vis- 
a-vis the Supplementary Budget would not impinge on the academic 
services that were so important to students, 1.e., library, computing 
services, labs, etc., the effect of a freeze on staff hirings, particularly with 
respect to physics laboratory technicians, and which, it was argued, would 
have a direct effect on course offerings: the rationale for the 
recommendation from the Academic Services Committee in the Addendum 
to Document US-95-1-D2; and the 100 thousand dollars vis-a-vis 
development money in support of graduate students, i.e., for teaching and 
research assistantships, etc. 


In continuing discussion, concerns and questions were raised and 
responded to with respect to the fact that Senate was being asked to discuss 
a document that was instantly out of date, and that members would have to 
scramble to attempt to understand the new situation, which, it was argued, 
was not a good way to have the necessary and responsible Senate input into 
the budgetary process; the initial presentation by the Deans which was at 
variance with the present proposal how the Deans proposed to deal with the 
academic sector's 236 thousand dollar deficit remaining in the current 
academic year, and how it was to be divided up between the Faculties; the 
implications of paragraph 2. page 2, Document US-94-11-D2 (Revised), 
concerning a faculty hiring freeze, particularly in the context of interviews 
with perspective faculty that were presently taking place at the departmental 
level; the disposition of the 100 thousand dollar development money initially 
earmarked for graduate student support as agreed at SCAPP, and which, it 
was argued, if it turned out because of the time of the year to be less than a 


fair amount, would be extremely frustrating and disappointing for graduate 
students; the actual current budgetary situation vis-a-vis the Supplementary 
Budget and the cutbacks that were going to have to be made; and repayment 
of the accumulated deficit and whether it was subject to variations in interest 
rates. Senate was also advised by Dr. Proppe, that his overall objective vis- 
a-vis the Proposed Supplementary Budget was that the current year not be 
closed off with a deficit, i.e., that the necessary 500 thousand dollars and 
the 700 thousand dollar short-fall due to declining student enrolments, 
would be saved. 


In other remarks, Mr. Smart expressed concern that the proposed hiring 
freeze would put the entire burden for the actual budget adjustment for 
1994-95 on the support staff, which group, he argued, had already 
experienced substantial reduction in salary maxima and which was 
something that had not occurred in contracts that had been signed with other 
elements of the University. He also argued that if what was being proposed 
in the Supplementary Budget was to be achieved, the hiring freeze would 
have to be compensated for by increased productivity on the part of the 
same group; that this type of decision reflected the lack of an effective staff 
voice in the key decision-making areas in the University; and that, in fact, 
the interests of the support staff were not being fairly represented in the 
decisions that were being taken. 


In further comments, Dean Valaskakis expressed sensitivity to the fact that 
the University was facing a short-fall that had to be dealt with; that the four 
Faculties had to share that burden; that the Faculty of Arts and Science 
which had operated within its budget last year had a large student population 
and was not particularly under-enrolled; and that given the manner in which 
the decisions were being taken, 1.e., academic versus non-academic. and 
pro-rating the decisions within that context, not only would the academic 
sector be extremely hard hit, but the Faculty of Arts and Science would be 
hit much harder than most in regards to its obligations with respect to the 
amount of money to be saved. She further argued that all of these issues had 
to be looked at; that the historical funding inequities had to be looked at and 
consideration given to basing funding on enrolments as opposed to past 
historical situations; that notwithstanding the consideration that must be 
given to other Faculties, the University must begin to look at where the 
students were, who was teaching them, what their curriculum was, and in 
consequence what their financial needs were; that if this was not done in 
regards to structuring the University's budget needs, keeping in mind that 
funding came from student enrolments and tuition, the institution would be 
in a much more difficult situation in the future; and that general faculty and 
staff hiring freezes across Faculties were not appropriate, and that 
everything must be done on a case-by-case basis and within the context of 
reframing not only budgets but also revenues. 


In continuing discussion it was suggested and agreed that following 
consultations with Dean Kusy, Dr. Proppe would report back to Senate 
with respect to the amount of development money to be designated for 
services to graduate students, etc, for the remainder of the year. Concern 
was also expressed with respect to the wording of paragraph 2, page 2, 
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Document US-94-1-D2 (Revised), which, it was suggested, should be 
amended to reflect the fact that there was no need to impose a faculty hiring 
freeze because it would have no effect on the current year's budget; but that 
it would have to be looked at later in the year in terms of its impact on the 
1995-1996 budget. However, it was argued that a statement concerning a 
quasi-hiring freeze should not be included in a document which would be 
forwarded to the Board of Governors without clarification as to what it 
actually meant; and that the entire paragraph should be deleted. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BYERS, SECONDED BY 
PROF. PALLEN, THAT PARAGRAPH 2, PAGE 2, DOCUMENT 
US-94-11-D2 (REVISED), BE DELETED. 

AMENDMENT CARRIED. 

It was requested by Mr. Smart. and agreed, that it be recorded that there 
was no staff member on Senate who was able to vote against what he 
considered to be the biased nature of the proposal. 

THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS CARRIED. 


Motion re: the Axworthy Proposals Concerning Higher Education 


IT WAS MOVED BY MS. FLYNN, SECONDED BY MR. DE WINTER, 
THAT SENATE APPROVE THE RESOLUTION WITH RESPECT TO 
THE AXWORTHY PROPOSALS CONCERNING HIGHER 
EDUCATION AS CONTAINED IN DOCUMENT US-95-1-D7. 


Issues which were raised during the initial discussion included concerns 
expressed over the stated unfamiliarity of many Senators with the Axworthy 
Discussion Paper and particularly with the proposed changes to university 
funding in Canada; and the need for an informed Senate discussion on the 
substance of what was described as a complex issue prior to voting on the 
matter. Concerns were also expressed with respect to the question of 
payment equity vis-a-vis student tuition debts, accessibility to university 
education, the lack of assessment of the impact of what was being 
proposed, and the apparent lack of an official University position on the 
proposals. 


With respect to the latter issue, Senate was advised that in fact a position 
had been taken for all Quebec universities by CREPUQ, 1.e., that this was 
an issue to be discussed between the Provincial Government, which was in 
charge of higher education in Quebec, and the Federal Government. 


In continuing discussion, it was argued that the Axworthy Discussion Paper 
should have been read and considered by everyone in the University; that 
the repercussions of the proposals would adversely affect not only students 
but the entire university; that Concordia was already losing students and that 
if tuition fees were dramatically increased the number of students who 
would not be able to attend university would also dramatically increase; that 
the proposals, if accepted, would have a major impact on higher education 


and should not simply be shrugged off as something for the Quebec 
Government to consider, but rather, it was something that should be 
considered by Senate at today's meeting; that it was essential for every 
member of any university community in Canada to have read the Discussion 
Paper at least once and to be entirely familiar with it not only because it 
would affect all universities in Canada, but also because all universities had 
a responsibility towards society in general to be government critics, 1.e., to 
not only speak about academic freedom in the classroom but to use it in 
criticizing the government when it was not doing the right thing; that 
whether Senate passed the motion now on the floor or not, Concordia 
students would not attend classes on January 25, 1995; and that if Senate 
adopted the motion, it would demonstrate a great solidarity with the majority 
of the University community, but if it did not adopt the motion, the 
Concordia community student leaders would feel a great alienation from the 
University. It was also argued that Concordia was one of the universities 
that would be most affected by a plan that would create an hierarchy of 
universities in which a university would not just be a place to get an 
education, but a place to spend a lot of money, and where a fledging 
university like Concordia would be one of the first to disappear; that the 
indications were that the students were the only members of the Concordia 
community to have read the Discussion Paper and to have taken the issue 
under their wings; that this was not just a student pet project, but rather, it 
was a matter of the future of education in Canada and how the nation was 
going to be defined; that the issue was whether we were going to support 
education for the students or force them into an hierarchial elitist system 
where they would be required to pay back their accumulated debts when and 
if they were able to acquire the necessary funds, and when and if they 
become employed; that the issue was also whether it was important for 
students to attend university, to learn such things as philosophy, etc., and to 
learn to think creatively or not; that all members of Senate should be 
seriously concerned that students would have to spend the rest of their lives 
repaying their tuition debts; and that all Senate members should be in 
solidarity with the students and should philosophically take a moral stand on 
the issue. It was further stated that the student representatives would be 
more than willing to write briefs, provide copies of the Discussion Paper, 
and to meet with other members of Senate individually if necessary to 
convince them of the importance and seriousness of the issue. In other 
comments it was argued that the Axworthy proposal to cut transfer 
payments involved, both symbolically and substantively, a retreat from the 
idea that the Federal Government wanted to invest in Canadian education; 
that strong universities were needed in Canada not only for the important 
aspect of an educated work force. but also for the important purpose of 
educating a social group, 1.e., a country of people; that if Canada was going 
to be the kind of country that it has been, an educated population was 
essential, and we did not need a federal government signifying one way or 
another that this was not centrally important to the country; that the 
inevitable effects of the proposals, i.e., increased tuition fees and the burden 
of debt that would be placed on the students. would result in fewer 
university enrolments. which would be of serious consequence given our 
belief in an educated population; that while statements have been made to the 
effect that students in the United States pay on average greater tuition fees 


than their Canadian counterparts, documented information from AUCC, 
which was circulated by CAUT, indicated that in fact the average tuition 
paid by about 90% of American students was between $2.000 and $2.500 
per year, but that the Axworthy proposals would result in tuition which 
would be higher than that and would place a financial burden on the 
students that would significantly affect their participation in higher 
education; and that appropriate documentation should be provided to 
members of Senate in order to increase understanding of the Axworthy 
proposals. 


In response to concerns expressed above with respect to the University's 
position on the matter, Senate was advised that all AUCC member 
institutions have considered and have paid a great deal of attention to the 
Axworthy proposals. It was also stated that it had to be kept in mind that the 
Province of Quebec had its own system of loans and bursaries and was not 
part of the Federal programme; that members of CREPUQ were in a 
difficult situation in that they had to be careful not to alienate the government 
in power in Quebec at the moment by issuing CREPUQ statements not in 
line with the government's wishes, which presumably. were to maintain full 
control over higher education and the monies attached to it; that Concordia 
in fact had submitted to Ottawa through AUCC concerns with respect to the 
amount of money taken out and the little returned for research infra-structure 
costs, etc. ; that one of the difficulties that some of the other universities in 
other provinces had was that they have in fact been asking the Federal 
Government for the last several years to do something similar to what was 
being proposed, 1.e., a redistribution of transfer payments, but that now that 
the government has moved to do it, they were kind of embarrassed because 
they didn't like the way in which it has happened; that the universities in 
Quebec were in a distinct society and had to face issues in a certain distinct 
manner; but that that did not mean that the proposals had not been given a 
great deal of attention, rather that they had been given a great deal of 
attention both inside Quebec and cross the country. 


In continuing discussion, it was argued that a significantly higher 
proportion of students in the United States went on to university despite the 
significantly higher tuition fees, that there was a culture in the United States 
wherein higher education was more meaningful and students were prepared 
to pay for it over a 20 or 25-year period, that it was not necessarily true that 
higher fees related to lower student enrolments, and that we should be 
cautious about overstating the case. It was also argued that the motion 
should be separated and the first part tabled pending circulation of the 
related documents; and that there should be an informed and responsible 
Senate discussion on the matter during which suggestions other than total 
rejection of the proposals could be made, particularly given that the 
government and the country were in deep financial trouble. 


The mover and seconder agreed that the motion be divided into its 
constituent parts, and that the first part be tabled to the next Senate meeting 
scheduled to be held on 3 February 1995. It was also agreed that the 
Axworthy Discussion Paper, and related AUCC documentation, be 
circulated to members in advance of the next Senate meeting; and that 
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members also be provided with appropriate information as to how the 
restructuring in the Axworthy proposal would specifically affect Concordia 
University. 


The Chair advised that the motion on the floor was - "BE IT RESOLVED 
THAT the Concordia University Senate support the National Student Strike 
by postponing all exams and. assignments set for January 25, 1995," as 
proposed in Document US-95-1-D7, and including the five "Whereas" 
clauses. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. CHAIKELSON. 
SECONDED BY PROF. SCHEINBERG, THAT THE SECOND AND 
THIRD "WHEREAS" CLAUSES BE DELETED AND AN ADDITIONAL 
CLAUSE BE ADDED THAT -"WHEREAS THE CONCORDIA 
STUDENTS INTEND TO SUPPORT AND PARTICIPATE IN THE 
NATIONAL STUDENT STRIKE" - ; AND THAT THE RESOLUTION 
BE CHANGED TO READ - "BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE 
CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY SENATE ASKS ALL PROFESSORS TO 
POSTPONE EXAMINATIONS AND ASSIGNMENTS SET FOR 
JANUARY 25, 1995". 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, (26 IN 
FAVOR; 0 OPPOSED; 1 ABSTENTION). 


THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS CARRIED. 
DISCUSSION OF THE SENIOR SALARIES POLICY 


Dr. Bertrand advised that this was an historic occasion in that to his 
knowledge it was the first time that a personnel issue and a salary issue was 
on the Concordia University Senate Agenda; that it was not Senate policy to 
be involved in such issues; that the Steering Committee had determined that 
a broad discussion of principles and possible issues of equity. both internal 
and external, was something that might be talked about at Senate, keeping in 
mind that what was being dealt with was an issue that was under the 
mandate of the Senior Salaries Committee of the Board of Governors and 
the Board itself; and that whatever Senate wished to discuss. it would 
probably be helpful if it were couched in a general discussion of principles 
and issues in terms of suggestions in order to make it clear that Senate was 
not trying at this particular moment to replace the Board of Governors as the 
body that determines personnel issues and salary issues at the level of the 
senior administration. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. SHULMAN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
PALLEN, THAT SENATE ENDORSE DOCUMENTS US-95-1-D4 AND 
US-95-1-D5; THAT THESE RESOLUTIONS BE PASSED ON TO THE 
BOARD OF GOVERNORS; AND THAT THEY BE DIRECTED TO THE 
SENIOR SALARIES COMMITTEE URGING THE COMMITTEE TO 
COME FORWARD WITH A RECOMMENDATION CONSISTANT 
WITH THE POINTS CONTAINED IN THE RESOLUTIONS. 
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MOTION CARRIED. 
OTHER BUSINESS 


A round of applause followed a request by Prof. Chaikelson that Senate 
extend its appreciation and thanks to Dean Ross on the occasion of his last 
Senate meeting, for his help and contributions to Senate deliberations over 
the course of his tenure as Dean of the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration. 


Next Meeting 


Dr. Bertand advised that the next Senate meeting would be held on Friday, 
3 February 1995, at 2:00 pm, in the Senate Chamber. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:08 pm. on a motion by Mr. de Winter, 
seconded by Ms. Giles. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


C.L. Bertrand 
Chair 


